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I submit the following comment~ in response to the Localism Notice of propclfe~Le!l1akin6<til'

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket f\Jo. 04-233. IV/aill!!i
7uua MAR ? . . I . rfOOn,

Any new FCC rures, ponele&'~ p~~rlilnust not violate First Amendment rights. A number- o~
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, wolJlCJ do so - ana must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC mus~in.ot force radio stations, especially r$li~ious br~adcasters, to take a?vice from
people who do not shan~t Ir.Jlalues. The NPRM'S proposed a¢lvlsory board proposals would Impose such
unconstitutional mandat~s ~~IC9ic!i~t\r.oa-aAsterswho resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face incre~s~d harassment ~rffPlairitsand even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather thah ~lIowing inco/npatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits gbvernment, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present. .

(2) The FCC !inist not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed pUblic access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition' of message delivery
mandates on any religion..

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific;;ditorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes ,of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious b~9adcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
cdrrespohd to thei~ beliefs ~o~ld,face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flOWing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

Signature

C/fYl~ I r; :2...00 <t
DatEr }

ct05 E 0-&
Address

t,750 (

Name· .

Title '(ir any) '; "

~ 2.0 f-C:,.3 .... 10 7/0·...3
Phone



420 Meadowbrook Drive
Danville, KY 40422
March 10", 2008

The Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
445 12th St. SW
Washington, DC 20554

~., l " ,., ).'

Attention: Chief, Media Bureau

Dear Chief,

I am writing to protest this so-called "Fairness" bill that ourfederal Congress is considering.
I understand that early on in broadcasting, there was a fairness law so that both sides ofan issue
couldbe pr~sented~ But for the last 20 years, there has been no need for this bill because there are
enough radio and TV stations out there that all views are represented. However, in the last few
years, there have been several efforts to resurrect this old fairness doctrine, which to me seems
kind ofsilly. Can you imagme listening to your favorite radio or TV talk show host, giving one
side ofan issue, and then turning around and saying,(and now a word from our opponentst"
Actually, it might not be so bad for people to hear both sides ofan issue. But what I am afraid of
is that the conservatives will have to honor this new law, but the liberals will find a way around it.
I think this is ju~t,one'lllore attempt by those who want to cleanse our society and our nation from

~ ev:~W-menti.o~,()ti:~y lu<Jr:():;;fP~sti.an ,erspecnve in ourhistory and our culture. I have seen how
, '~rellgiouS.cleansmg'):js tafangplace in 'our national parks and public places for quite some time,
andyou can s~e l).Qw.our social structure is crumbling without the strong influence ofGod.
I pray thatyott-will not give in to'the demaJ;lds ofthose who want to sil~ce the Christians.
Do not let our free speech rights be violated!

Sincerely, ,

~~
Mrs. Marie Gltland
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I submit the following comments in respalnse to the localism Notice of proP~~~*,,~ng (the
"NPRM

n

), released Ja'1.n~B\?ACW8z ~ MA Ds~liltJo.04-233. OOI'h

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must n~ for~ [l:\giG>-Sta!ions, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from.
people who do not share t~rey~~lll1t'N'PRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatibl~ Viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, ml:lst present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of'programming,'especially reli~ious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to forcerep-o'rting on 'such things as who produced what programs would intrude on '
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(!l!J:,:; '.'~ CJ':i' The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
~futQniafically-:lj~aFte~ 'fl'ci:n:nQatlne r:eAewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
rey,!~W. of.cert~jn dlass!;ls~Qfapplicants'by the Commlssi<mws.jhem.selves would amount to coercion of
religious bfoadcasters. Those who stay true to their consGleRGes.and-pr.esent Qr:lly..the_mes.sages they
correspond to their belief~ could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) 'Many Christian broadcasters operate on tightQud~ts, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challeng~. "Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
st8:fif presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cl.l-tqacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest~'· .

We urge the FCC not to ac;jopt rl;lJes, procedures or policies discussed above.
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FC-C Mail Room
I submit the following COMme~iirlnA~tmi1se ·to fh~laf:alism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008~'j'fI NJli3'bt1d1l.etA>. B~-~. .
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of

proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not fo.RlEa..ilJ:o~~tlitl9'l.~' ~pecially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. liie-NPRNifs Iproposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconst.itutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not.turl'! every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. ProPQsed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to .thE! rne~sage. The First Amendment forbids imposition af message delivery
mandates on any religion. .

(3) The FCC must not force revelation ofspecific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially relimious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amoLlnt to· coercion of '
religious broadcasters. Tliose who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
ecirrespond to their beli~fs ~oul~ face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further.
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by reqUiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with tflese proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contra.ry to the .
public.interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism rfIJIije of Proposed RUlemakin~ ~~;f ~c9~

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. N4fl ") ~ 0 "';1 ~q
. cS.. ~ o~

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendmentl\g'8~. tA.number of ~a
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted. @y' D~

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religr&l,S'.:b.~adcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisorY'bbafff1J~o~Sals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from1tfos don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for c . sing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could 'face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is otten a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism NoticeA~rd F!..$making (the

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008ZiJ7..l\IIB Docket No. 04-233. -,-' ~tt§1"
UUlf MAR 2c: ~ ~~

Any new FCC rules, policies or procetf'ur~m~t90J violate First Amendmen ts. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopt .

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their val.~~';.'"1t\e~PRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious l>ro~¢'t~ho resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complcfinMnd even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster

- conscientiously objects to the message. The FirstAmendment forBids imposition of message -delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice ofP~~d Rulemakim AJh~ "~'/"
"NPRMj, released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. -Y~ :) "At(,~ '4 ?t'7tq

, "'"S"
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment ri9hts.-i~tMa\v Room

proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not~~dopted. 6.··S .
o"f' ' , ,

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadCW~r to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposa~would impose such .

., _un.constitu.tIonaLmandates.' Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those wh<NI~'t share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment- prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access reqUirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids'imposition of message delivery
rrl~llgate~t9n any reJigion. "

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
ofprogramming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any govemment agency - and
proposals to force reporting on sl:lch things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred' from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broad,casters..Those Who stay true,to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could ;face lang"e);(pensive ·and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) .:. . 'Many ChliistiQn'broa~casters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smalier market broadcasters, by substantially raising- costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
~taff Qreseilpe yihenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising CQsts w!th tf:iese ·proposals wOlJld fOI7GB service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
pl:lblicfinterest:" .:. -., .. . ,..

We urge the FCC not to adopt niles, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following comments in respr1~Q& vP,Ai.:l:.:lLocalism Notice of pr~~~d.Rltlf"'~kina..~
UNPRMU), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04~~~S .It ~ '. tlc~ • .~<I:fI'-

~ 6:5 ~~~
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment right. umber of

proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted. ~
hr-

(1) The FCC must not force radio statlon$; ~~~Cl!J¥,r..eligiOuS broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposedlaC1YJsory board proposals would Impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of IiceRse for choosing to follow their own
cOlilsclenees, rather than allowing inoompatil:>le viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, inclUding the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
cOAstitutionally-protected editorial choices.

I '\ ~;.'

~ ._" . "

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
r~.yje~, ~f, PElrtain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
:tSl1g!Oq,s~l:ihjadcasteIs .. _tho.se..who stay true to their consciences and pre~en1 only the messages they
correspc:md to-their beliefs could face long, expenl~ive a~?lg~j,entially ruinous renewal proceedings.

. - --------- -- - "---~..
(~), Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by sUbstanti!(lUy raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a stati0n is on the air and, (b) bylUftheues.trjctingmain.sludio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - a'nd curtailed service is contrary to the
pUbUc, iryterest.

We urge the FCC not to.adopt rUles,'procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking .11 • ed &\{\&9i 'V\e
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.. '/"'''t'\
I submit the following comments in resrlJlD8eftl~~hf1 Localism Notice of Proposed ~~rtki~~ (the

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 0'4-2ti) A 6 '\ ROO",
. : 57 t=~C.W\a\\

Any new FCC rules, policies or proceddtes must not violate First Amendment rrgtifs. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

~ ~~

(1) CC must not terce rijdio statidi~ S'~ I, elig,ious broadcasters, to take advice from
d; share t air values.The' s prop' se: ltwsory boar proposals would impose such

'unconstitutior:lal mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
'values could18ce increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own

consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. Ihe FirsL
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,

- par:t~ularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(~) ) - The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
- - ,_ rJghta.tCLalr time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster

consciel'ltieusty eh)jeG,ts to the mes:Sage~ TheF1rst Amenament forbids-impusitiurrofmessage delivery- "

G
·anqates. on"~lJ:'!y~usli.t:).ion.

(3) Ttae FOC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
f..,fdi'ogramrni/il,gl esp~cially feli~ious pregramming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and

proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

./' .--,
( (4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be

al:lt0maticaIlYib,..arr.ed fr.om routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
reView of cert~il'1 eLass'E!s of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
cOj:r~pond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.
/ '

((5) Many Chr:istian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
~tions. Keepimg the~electricity f10wingJ is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further

squeeze niche and smaller market breadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presenoe whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
R~i'sing cOl;itst~ith tlilese'proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
pub.lie,.jl'i1t~J1esl~ /

. ~ ._..~e urge the F.c~~ures ~Olicles discussed above. , .

.--~ . ~~!r1?J-aotJP
, Date lI7 .
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Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate Fk~t Amendment rig~1s. 'f1.. number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - ~'"i'#st not be ~m:eMaiiRoom

. ~S
(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcas@1,.st>:tg:;take advice from

, people who do not sh.are their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board pllbposals would
impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadca~elf\who resist advice from those who .
don't share their values could face increased haras,sment, co-fnl3~'J'If~ and even loss of license for
choosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing incor/(~&Ie viewpoints to shape their
programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what .
viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even .if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message
delivery mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government
agency - and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would
intrude on constitutionally-protecte'd editorial choices. ! .

(4) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by
requiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restri9~int9.r:nain studio
location choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks ~'illid curtailed
service is contrary to ,the public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures ~r policies discussed above.

.O<~l:rOl_ ij~~_ 19~OY
, ) i'gnature a~ d Date

;~f\f\~:f.er :um,e\~ 'a'df\( R~'1er;st. :5u-~NIC,71~~i-=-b~~__
Name and Address

Mail By April 14, 2008 to:
The Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, SW
Washington, DC 20554
Attn: Chief, Media Bureau
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism ~e;rof prorosed Rulemaking (the

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Dro~!~~' 04-233. .~ iVIEd Room ,
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedureslr",~ n~vi~.p.1~first Amendment rights. A number of

proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do $0 - aM~t not be adopted. .

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. Th~ERJ.14'~roppsed advisory boar.d proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religieus 'broaaC"a§teJ! ,/,tt~ ~fil!t advice from those who don't share their
values could face incr~ased harcassment, complaints allfdle~ loss of license for choosing to follsw their own
con$ciences; rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape'their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed pul:l.lic acqS1s~le,gl)ir~flJel'1t~ would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force rep.orting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(41 .' The FC~ must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
aUfQma!i.call~b.arMe:C!:I:fr.Qm.rou.tiQe renewal application processing. llhe proposed mandatory special renewal
r.e~i~w 'of:ee~in~l~"$ses af ~ppii9!Jts.'by,-the:Q.bTP.lissioR~rs th"emselves wsuld amount to coercion of
(l:.elWlOUs ~bre~oasters. TtI~e.W~Q sta~ ·tr.u,e~ta tlij~!f ca.FI~CI~JtCeS a@d -present only.. th.\9 messages they
i~~~q~~ 1Jj~1tliJeib~Delief$' coul!it,\fa'Ce l~ng, expen'$ive a~d p@tentially ruingys reneWal proceedings,

........- .,. ..'--.' .. _....-.....
(5), Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. f(eep"fng .the.electricity floWing is often a challenge, Yet, the.Com.m.issiprl P-f.9PO~~s to further
squeeaenicheand smaller market broaclcasteFs, by substantlally raising costs in, two ways: (a) by requiring
sta'ff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Rai~in~ costs yvith the.se proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
,Rq~UC i'nterest. ..

aroMOPtrol~ ~~~orp~id$:~~:;

Date
Sigr:lature

p~ (60)( I ~etcCr.etj1/ NOm6b<6
Address
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tlQfitJ:rUt..." itJtR.~n'e to LOJ:alism Notice of Proposed'Rutetltiikirtg S/r:'\
MB Docket No. 04-233 FCC MaU -Room

I submit the following comments in ~ponse to 6Mcld.9l1Jisrn..NOtice of Proposed Rulen:'aking (the
"NPRMD

), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. ~~. A 6
.r; : S

Any new FCC rules, policies or proC{!.dures must not vi.Q~'f.j~Amen~~J1t rights. A number of
proposals disGussed in the NPRM. if enacted, would d9-~- and must not be adopted•

. , ... ,'""
(1) The FQC m",§t notfp~ li!c;tio $ tiO"';;, ~~I!Y '-1"' bllmda;lsters. to take advice from
RUple~~~IQP!f.~ #!@)r •iJb~ l§iQ :. - r.,i ' .,gpr.g~:»wquld impose.such
Y!!$Q.n.Etti\ytignal ~qaate!. ~b . . . 'dglt~ ~hal'$ their
ltl!l!J!l!!'l'lIlI9~ >~ . e a ..jll$l;lI}l\lIklW-QWJ1
~l1!§il_~ "'A an _. " 'J.! _inl§._ ._ ' :...~ ~j"g. The First '
AniendOOll1t Pti)JiU\$'90v~m~t. in~t . ~ Fee. from di' ngwhf4<VihPbinl$'a braadcaster.
partiCUlarly a religious broadcaster. mu.stpresent.

. "(2~ . 1J!b.eJFQ..o tQuJtnottum ey:eJY JadiQJ!tationjnto.a:.,ubJictorum..whenMl'!Y0ne'3nd-evelY~ne-has

~~_~ fru·· f.JIlme~r~lU!!~~~~~~"~~~tl~f.'-/ftd!.b~~~~.stet
... ~•.!!Q,I~IU)'. ',,~ _ ~ m..Q.~g~. Tth",pi~~~ndm@m(Qrf.jid$·lm~ltioJtdm~gtt .e IV.EtJY
mand~~ on mlY ~.Iigion.

(~} ~F.m"Qpt~j"@Y§!@ti9n ,oJ§~$IjJgJ@! ~iQ.Q,:ma~lQ..t)g jp,fpnnation~ The choice
af,p.tQ9linllni!l9, ~jlp.egi.aUy ~IiSjg,Y$ pJl)9na.m:min9. IS not p~pe.rly ttiCl*d by 8JlY gov~mment agency - and
proposals to fame reporting on such things as who prodUced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally..protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC mUl;lt not establish a two-tie~ ren~wals~ in which certain licensees would be
~~im ' IY~~_'frQm roY1i~'~"@WilI ~~1ieatig~ ~ln,Q. ~~Q~lllandatDJY~ial renewal
~r.e e -Ln i:P..f'ilPP,.n.l$'Py,th~~ll1lUJQJ1~r§'~~Would armmnt tQ'CQ.e.mJO,I) Of
re.ligioul} p-~_ ,. '. Tb~ \YhQ &tQy true'to tbftir COnl[Cie..n.,$jndp~~onJy!h@ ~8$ they
cories~ndto ,theit!beliefS could face long, expensive aM pptCmtiaiy ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budg•• as do Many sm~Jler marketsecuJar
stations. Keeping the eledricilY flowing is often achallenge. Yet, the CommiS$ion proposes to further
squ~e niChe and smaller malket b~dcasters.by ~ubstantia.lJy liIising costs in twa ways: (a) by fequiring
staffpresencewhenev.er a station is on the-air and. (b) byfurther ~Cting m$jnJtudiQ 'PQaQQn choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbaCk$ - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest

.1i~('.~
Signature
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Name
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Date
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Address
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FCC Mail Room
I submit the following comments in respons~to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket Nof'Cfl"";2Aa!"'"
':~"""(""-l':: I \/

Any new FCC rUles, policies or procedures must not Viorat~~t Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

."

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do'nobsJ:!are their values. The NPRM~s proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional martdates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased har.assment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
~~lf8k~Jil~asf~~tem; . !I?" ·~E~~p.atib.le viewpoints to '~hape;their pr~gramr:ning. The First
'Afi1(\~Jill[l~ellltfp'j(~RI~1 ,'.< ~ ·'mall1drng'the FCC, from dictating what vlewpornts a broadca~ter,
particularly a teligiilius"braatlca--ster,.must present. "

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed pUblic, access requirements would do sp - even if a religious broadcaster
~~~lllLqul4ly.?bi;~t~. t9. th~ message. The First Am~ndme~t !orbiQs jmpo,sit!on of_ll!.~sl:l1Je de!ivery _
-J:?,~Iil:~sU.~"ornlijL11{;~~b~le.~

,:\i "Ftaf) ~CQ ..mustJlilotojf.9rce.r-evelation of specific e~lto.Jiial decision-making information. The choice
,~ . 9 , :, f'el :Sj,progralljlooilil9; is not prO,,:>,e~W dictated by any government agency - and'" >~p.~ '-fll, " ~ ,. <' , ,~~{~ \ G,h'1t~,\ilgs"a$1Whe pfoduced what programs would intrude on
constItutional!' -prote't::teCfeditonal choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
atltom~tically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
,re,Qiew';of:certain el1:ls-SEls of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
r..~1i9ipY~ broadcastets. Those who stay true to their consciences alOld present only the messages they
cotrespond to their beliefs 'could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tig~t budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, th~ Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence Whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service outbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest. .

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above,:::=

Signature

~dL11 fwrJ Rj f'/~jb(o 0117
Address

Date

Name

Title (if any)
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Comments in"Response to Localism Notice of proPos~~~~lemaking MAR ·2 4'2008
MB Docket No, 04·233 MAR2S' '\ R-4 / FCC Mal oom '

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of~~sedRulemaking (the
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. '

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must r'lQ\;'tlol~~FirstAmendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - arfd'~UP\~"~ adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible Viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitution~IIy'-Ptotec;:tedeqito~al choices.

(4) The FCC mu~t not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from ,routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
reviewof'cert~Jn ch;lsses Qr~PR!icants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. T~ose who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive aFld potenti.ally ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. !<e~pJng the ele~tricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by sub~.tah6ally ~aising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
puolic·interest. " ,

. ,~.. .

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

Name ,,"". '-.9Jg ~ li('Z.. q(po'D
.. ,.• "Phone·'·

'Title' '(if any)
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulema~iHg <:'. ,"
MS Docket No. 04-233 ' -) 01' ~;I \' ,

... Ii. ;!i.' •
I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed 'RUlfnG~MmU Room,

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-2~9 M

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not Vio~t~S-sth'ne,ndment rights, A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must nofbebtc&~ted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, eSp'~Gif!~y religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's propos:ed19.c,Msory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resrs'ttcrq.~~eJftom those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even lossvof.li~se for choosing to fO,lIow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

,(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

Signature

Name

Title (if any)

Organization (if any)
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I submit the following comments in response to the t!~g&Ii~,-tice of Proposed RUlemaki~~h~a;1 Room

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. • 0 4 b
: So

Any new FCC rUles, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especi£&,:'~Gtg,us byqcu:lcaster5, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisorY tl-oa~oposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broac:lcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do 50 - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the CommisSioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

Date
Signature

Address

Name

Phone

Title (if any)

OrgarJi~ation (if any)
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MB Docket No. 04·233 FCC Man Room
I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. lOOD MAR
25· 'L\

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendm~nbfi~. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted. .

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religiQus,..broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisoi1..b~arpIRrpposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broaqcasters who resist advice from' tMb~ @J10 don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rUles, procedures or policies discussed above.

~e&71
~one/k KLfY&,lIy

Date

Name

Phone

Title (if any)

Organization (if any)
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Comm~llts in ~eQPQJ:lse to Lpcalism Notice oH?roposedrRie%~in9
MB Docket No. 04·233 6: So

FCC Mail Room
I submit the following com~ents in respon~to.the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, In MB Docket No. 0l~~,

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must n~/V~~~irst Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Rel(gious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increas.,ed hartassr:neAt, comp>I<:lIints and even lfi)s~ af license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing iI'lCQliJiIpatil:>lt;'vi-~wpoints to shap~ their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates.on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly diotated by any government agency - and
proposals,tOJfpr~ reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally=protected 'editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
ayt~l1(I<;ltLc~lIy barred from routine rer:tewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review'of certain-classe.s af applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their con~<?~efJ.;;ces and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive aMtpofer:1tially-r:uinous,renewaJ.pcoceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
station5.- Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challe,nge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantiafly-raising--costsjn two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
RaJ!Sing costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest. '

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies djsc~$~ed above.
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I submit the following com':llenj:s in rEilspo~se to the Localism Notic~ pro'P?sed~aking (the
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008', In MB Dock.et No. 04-233. ~OC W\8.\\~ .

Any new FCC rUles, polIcies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A nu~r of
proposals discussed In the NPRM, ifeJilacted, woUld do so - and must not be adopted. ~

~

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, t$!ake advicef~
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's prol'losed. advis6ry board proposals"WGuld impose~ .
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters.who resist advi~e from those who d~'" share their
values could face increased harassment, coml'llaints and even foss of license for choosing't&, follow their awn
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. Tl'e*)lirst a:
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a bro8'a~ster, '0'
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present. ~O:.>

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements "Y0u1d do s9 - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion:

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected :editorial choices.

(4) The FCC mUl;t not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically 'barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their cOr:lSCier:lCBS amd present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flOWing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by SUbstantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever..,a station is OR the air and, (b) by further restrieting,.main $tudio location choices.
Raising costswith these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rUles, procedures or policies discussed above.
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FCC Mail Room
I submit the following comments in response to the LocaliiOOflfi~iceof Proposed Rulemaking (the

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB DopkeJN0;,:0~-233." , I'I/lfl "s
. ... '~41~ijijf~·!:\iiNl(it· "4

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendme~:r~'6\s. A number of
proposals discussed in th~. NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially r'@i6~ds:asters, to take advice fro~
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory S'oarGf~wsalswould impose such
unconstitutional mandates'. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from thos~ho don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prOhibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rig~o air time. ~roposed public access reClluirements wOl!Jld do S0..,. even if a -religious broadcaster

"coAscienti0l:1sly objects.,to the message. The FiFst Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion. ., "

., I . ., .~ .~fC'..! .. l .....

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of sp~cificeditorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religi0us programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barredfrom-ioutine.renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religi~us broadGasters. Those Who stay true to tl11eir conscience,s and present only the messages they
cdir,isp~~4to t!l~ir b~lief~.could' face I(mg, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge:- 'Yet,-the Commlssi6-n proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substar;ltially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff pr~sence when.;e~er a.;~tati.on is on :the air al'ld, (b) by fwrther restricting main studio location ch9ices.
Raising, COl;)ts with tlilese proposals 'would for.ee 'Service"cutbacks..,. and ctlrtailed service is contrary to the
public interest. ' - .- . _. .. _.•..

We urge the FCC not to adopt ru)es, proced~res'oif p(;)li~ies .discussed above.
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Comments In Response to Localism Notice of Propo$e'd Rulemaking ...;,: 'l1A'Ri?, 4'2008
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II ,f-dA ' Mail Room
I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice ariP~OSed Rulemaking (the

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. .<J
6.-

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violat~irst Amendment right~(A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and mG~~~\~e adopted.

.. .' ',. ~1 t

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious br6atlcali!te.~, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board prbp~als would iryJpose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs.. could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to. further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by SUbstantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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6 Cl,: Mail Room
I submit the following comments in response to the LOC~'JJI)lotice of Proposed Rulemaking (the

"NPRM"), released Jan. ?4, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. I'JfI .?S
Any new FCC rUles, policies or procedures must not violate First Ame7JdIMr}t.~9htS. A number of

proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do soisand must not be adopt~__

D"i·~~r.
(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especialfy-r~i~~~.broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed adVlsQfYl!l2..qr~ proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice fr9.~ose who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciencesj rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, inclUding the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a pUblic forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed pUblic access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. Th.e Fir'st Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory spe.cial renewal
review of cer;tain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious bro~dcasters. ThoselWAo stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many small~r market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following comments in re~J1~~.to the Localism Notice ofProposed Rulemaking (the

"NPRM'), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Dockel'Nk1hUJ~33 ,
-4 b:!i

Any new FCC rules, pqlities or procedures must not violatelfirst Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, ifenacted~woulddo so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not fur,*, radio':'fo"/~y religious broadcasters, to tal<e advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proP'bsed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their
own consciences, rather than allowing incompat115Ie viewpoints to shapllrtheir programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what view points a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster~ must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access reeiUirements would do so - even ifa religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition ofmessage delivery
mandates on any religion. .

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The
cnoice S)f progr~ing, especially religious progfatmfiing; 'm- not properly dictated by any government
agency - and proposals to force-repottlng on stich things as wlio produced'whaf'programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal applicathStt processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review'orcertain:classes ofapplicants by the Commissionersthemselv,es would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Thes~ who stay true to their coI1sciEmGes and present only the messages that
correspond to their beliefs-could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) ManM-G~istian broadcast~t.s operate on tight bwdgets, as do many smaller market secular
~!!~~~~~>~e~~ ", _:,~~tf~~~wm~"i)~~-en,ra Gh3!lllea?~.' ¥~,~t~e Comm.ission propose,s to furth~r.
S'qu:~e~e_.ntql[(,-~ ., eritad~tAtfqtdcaS~~ll~,bYsubst~tu~llyrtllsmg cos~s mtwo ways: (a) by requrrmg
staffpresencewb.enever'a stati6'n is on,the air ~d, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with-these-pr0}Josals WQuid force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.
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I urge the F<;::C ~PT to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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WILLIAM W. & ALICE A. STOUFFER
120 HIGHLAND AVENUE

HOLLIDAYSBURG, PENNSYLVANIA 16648
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March 13, 2008

The Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, SW
Washington, DC 20554

,,-.-..-.--- mrn: Cliief, M'eclia Bu'teau '.-.- -

~ .,..

RE: Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04·233 ,. .

Gentlemen:

r:$ubmit the}o.1lowing comments i11 r~~ponse to the Localism Notice of Proposed
~~I.~n1aking'ij~~ '~~.fp,~M"), ~~Ieas'ed. Jat'I, 24, ?0.Q8, in" MB-b09ke~ No~' 04-233; .
~Jly:neV{FG.C·,tQI~~, p"qlJ,9i.e_~',~~. ~-r9·c~.9Yr~~ 'niy~tnot violate sirst ~m~~md~ent '
rights. AnurtlbeWdfprdp6sais dis'cu's'sed-irHl1~ 'NPRM, if enacted, would do so ­
~nd must not be adopted.

, I '

(1) The fCG: rTll,l~t not force radiq' st~tions,' ,~~pectally religiou.s broadcasters, to
take advice, from people who do 'not share their vaIU·es. The NPRM's proposed
adviso'ry bo~\rd '~r?PQsals woul~ it:nP9~e such unconstitutional m~t:1dates.
Religious bl1@acdca'sters, who resist -advice from those 'who don't share their
valu$s Ggul ' ~'ge, incr~ase_q harg~·sr1!J'.efJt, p0.r.ryp,l~ints and even loss of license for

·~a..;~Sj~~" '~tl~i'frrQ~'1iC0t'1t~i¢D6~~~:r~nl'er"t~fln allowing incompatible
.~~0i1':1t~ ?;\~~~Qf&'@fafilimLti:tg~'-';ff.te First 'Amendment prohibits

government.. including the FCC, from diGtating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, mU,~t p"resent

(2) The FC¢musinot turn every rad'idstation:into a public forum where anyone
and everyoll\:l.h~s'rights to air time,. propo~ec;l public acc~ss reqlii-re/llents would
~o ~o, - .~v~(l.i.f.a xeligious broadqa~te.r consCienti9usly otljects to th~,message.
The First Amendroent forbids imposition of message delively mandates on any

~~Jigi?n.;, l '~~l : ," ': '. !
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Constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered refllewaI system in which certain
licensees would be automatically barred from routine renewal application
processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal review of certain classes
of applicants by the Commissioners themselves WQuid amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present
only the messages they correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive
and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller
market secular stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet,
the Commission proposes to further squeeze niche and small~! ma~ket !'ft-"' ...,."". 'ili-~.
bJ;Qa.ctcas.ter{;,)~by..sw,l:>sta,lilti.all¥...r.ai:5irit§MGQsts.,.ir.l tW0 ways: (a} \)Y',r~qf.:iri~ ...-- -
"staff presenge whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main
studio location choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service
cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules. procedures or policies discussed
above.

wLC,Cft6---
WILLIAM W. STOUFFER




